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Abstract
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1. Introduction
International relations approaches overemphasize issues
of geopolitical concern in energy relations with a distinct
focus on security of supply. Goldthau and Witte (2010,
p. 2) stress that this erroneously assumes a zero‐sum
game between states’ energy security. They identify
two key determinants of energy policy missing from the
debate: the impact of energy markets on demand and
supply patterns, and the impact of the national and
international rules that govern them. This article empha‐
sizes the second of these factors, albeit with a narrower
focus. In the case of EU member states, the boundary
of available policy options is ultimately determined by
collective policy objectives and priorities that are cen‐
trally mandated at the EU level. Long‐term policy enact‐
ments shift priorities that reorder policy options through
the agenda‐setting power of supranational institutions.
When policy pronouncements become legislative enact‐
ments, then these policy objectives are transformed into
legally binding targets for states and advance the role
of the EU as an independent actor in the international
energy market (Goldthau & Witte, 2015, p. 941). On the
other hand, legal approaches to the topic tend to under‐
emphasize the geopolitical aspects of the debate and the
pressure that they exert on states, thereby shaping their
policy options.
This article adopts a theoretical approach to address
the research question of how the concept of energy secu‐
rity has been implemented in the evolution of EU energy
and climate policy. It presents the issues that arise out
of the multiplicity of approaches in defining energy secu‐
rity. Furthermore, the article integrates the concept of
turbulence to investigate whether EU policymaking can
be characterized as crisis response or long‐term adapta‐
tion. The article applies this framework to a review of
EU energy and climate policy documents. It traces the
evolving conceptual framing of energy security through
a longitudinal review from 1995 to 2020 and places the
four successive Energy Packages within the context of
this evolution.
2. Defining Energy Security
Traditional conceptions of energy security have delim‐
ited its scope to the ability of states to maintain
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uninterrupted energy supply relative to demand at
affordable and relatively stable prices. The International
Energy Agency (2021), for example, defines energy secu‐
rity as the uninterrupted availability of energy sources
at an affordable price. Energy insecurity, therefore, can
arise out of either the interruption of energy supply
or sudden price fluctuations that could render sup‐
ply unaffordable. Chester (2010) identifies two domi‐
nant characteristics: (1) a narrow focus on security of
supply of oil and gas as the two primary sources of
energy, and (2) an application of this conceptualization
of energy security in terms of geopolitical and foreign
policy decision‐making considerations. These are per‐
haps most compatible with the influential formulation
of the four As of energy security (Asia Pacific Energy
Research Centre, 2007): Availability of energy resources,
Accessibility, Acceptability of associated environmental
effects, andAffordability of investment. Cherp and Jewell
(2014) problematize the four As approach by applying
the logic of fundamental security questions: security for
whom, for which values, and from what threats? They
conclude that energy security conceptualizations that
provide answers to these questions help to explain and
inform policy options. Of the three, the first is of primary
importance to this account, as it deals with the issue of
specifying the object of energy security relations as dis‐
cussed further below.
Other approaches have expanded the security of
supply debate to the electricity sector as well (Hawker
et al., 2017; Moore, 2017). More recent attempts,
especially from outside international relations theo‐
ries, have yielded various multi‐faceted perspectives
on defining energy security, revealing a consensus on
the difficulties inherent in such definition‐building. Ang
et al.’s (2015) extensive meta‐study of energy secu‐
rity approaches ultimately concludes that no widely
accepted definition of energy security as a narrowly
defined construct exists. They conclude that seven domi‐
nant themes have emerged: securing energy availability,
securing energy infrastructure, securing the affordabil‐
ity of energy supplies (Bielecki, 2002), societal aims such
as the eradication of energy poverty (Lesbirel, 2004),
environmental security and sustainability (Pasqualetti &
Sovacool, 2012), energy security governance (Goldthau
& Sovacool, 2012), and the improvement of energy
efficiency (Hughes, 2009; Kemmler & Spreng, 2007).
von Hippel et al. (2011) called for the establishment of a
much more comprehensive conceptualization of energy
security, where security of supply is one of many pil‐
lars that also includes economic, technological, environ‐
mental, social‐cultural, and military‐security dimensions.
Vivoda (2010) further widens this conceptualization by
including the three additional challenges of human
security, international implications, and state capacity
to implement specific energy security policies, while
more recent approaches have made the explicit link‐
age between energy security and sustainability (Narula,
2019; Radovanović et al., 2017).
In the theoretical literature of security studies,
energy security remains a largely underexplored area
with some notable exceptions (Kirchner & Berk, 2010;
McGowan, 2011). According to Buzan et al. (1998,
p. 116), the relative abundance of energy as a trad‐
able commodity means that energy insecurity that may
arise as an economic threat to stability does not pose a
threat extending beyond the economic sector. Contrary
to this position, this article argues that the extent to
which energy can present risks depends on its concep‐
tual framing as energy security could be subsumed in
political, societal, and military discursive practices. It is
also highly technical, particularly regarding environmen‐
tal effects. As a result, energy can be theoretically exam‐
ined as part of a widened security agenda (Natorski
& Herranz‐Surralles, 2008). The inherent characteristics
of energy security—namely that the impact of energy
insecurity could be both imminent and immediate—are
important factors for security (Christou & Adamides,
2013). Imminence refers to the fact that energy insecu‐
rity can occur at any time and easily escalate fromminor
to existential threat. This escalation is likely to result
from factors beyond economic considerations; indeed,
political, and military factors only tangentially relevant
to energy frequently lead to energy insecurity. Energy
insecurity is also unique because of the immediate and
severe impact it can have on the functioning of a state.
As Ciuta (2010) asserts, the ubiquity of energy in distinct
security logics drives the necessity for conceptual varia‐
tion in a contextual perspective.Winzer (2012) proposed
a set of conceptual boundaries to differentiate between
security, sustainability, and economic efficiency by refor‐
mulating energy security to energy supply continuity.
I integrate this reformulation to the narrow definition of
energy security used in this article. This conceptualmove
helps clarify the definitional vagueness of energy security
identified above and is applied to the operationalization
described further below.
3. Energy Security in the Context of Turbulence
My conceptualization of turbulence uses Ansell et al.’s
(2016, p. 2) definition of “interactions of events or
demands that are highly variable, inconsistent, unex‐
pected or unpredictable.” Applying this concept to the
narrow definition of energy security presented above
with its emphasis on uninterrupted supply and afford‐
ability, this formulation suggests that turbulence may
be equated with energy insecurity and, by extension,
the possibility of crisis onset. Yet, Dobbs et al. (2021)
differentiate turbulence from both uncertainty and cri‐
sis, even though they share clear conceptual linkages.
Instead, they propose that both uncertainty and crises
can be the outcomes of turbulent interactions. That is
especially the case from an ontological perspective on
energy security, whereby the emergence of insecurity
is typically characterized by the defining attributes of a
crisis (Boin et al., 2005, pp. 3–4): threat, urgency, and
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uncertainty. Conversely, it is unlikely that energy insecu‐
rity would be the result of deliberate policy shifts.
However, turbulence can also be conceptualized as
a transformative process that results in fundamental
shifts to the policy framework leading to long‐term adap‐
tation and change rather than the short‐term abrupt‐
ness that characterizes crises that arise in times of
uncertainty (Ansell, 2016, p. 77). In other words, while
instances of energy insecurity can be understood as
crises, turbulence in energy policy need not produce cri‐
sis. In fact, quite to the contrary, turbulence framed as
long‐term adaptation towards specific policy objectives
can foster the facilitating conditions towards the neu‐
tralization of crises. According to Dobbs et al. (2021),
governing against turbulence takes the form of crisis
response and management in the short run. But gov‐
erning with turbulence requires long‐term governance
adjustments towards flexible, dynamic, and resilient pol‐
icy outputs. Perhaps the best example to illustrate the
distinction in terms of the direction of EU energy pol‐
icy has been the centrality of EU‐Russian energy rela‐
tions. Each instance in the series of gas disputes between
Russia and Ukraine since 2005 can be characterized as
a crisis. Each entailed specific consequences for EU pol‐
icymaking and each elicited specific crisis management
responses. But the shifts in EU policy to anticipate and
obviate crisis recurrence cannot be characterized in the
same way. Instead, they represent the identification of
persistent patterns of crisis onset and their counterac‐
tion through long‐term adaptation.
Ansell and Trondal (2018) have introduced a typol‐
ogy of turbulence by distinguishing between turbulent
environments, turbulent organizations, and turbulence
of scale. They conclude that policymakers can confront
turbulence by attempting to stabilize it, by adapting to
it or by attempting a combination of the two strategies.
They suggest that stabilization leads to path dependence
and a static resilience that reinforces the status quo,
while adaptation favors institutional change leading to
a strategy of dynamic resilience that aims at continuous
adaptation in the face of turbulence. Path dependence
refers to cycles of reinforcing pressures and patterns of
interaction whereby governance systems revert to pre‐
existing organizational arrangements. This may result
either because these arrangements are well‐known and
entrenched (Olsen, 2010, p. 96), because they present
the potential for increasing returns (Pierson, 2000), or
more generally because they favor specific reproduction
mechanisms that define the scope for institutional evo‐
lution (Thelen, 1999).
4. Operationalizing the Framework
The main contribution of this article to the theoretical
literature is an understanding of the conditions under
which energy is embedded in security processes. In other
words, an understating of how energy threats may esca‐
late or—perhaps more importantly—de‐escalate. This
understanding depends largely on the definition of
energy security that is employed. As described above,
the traditional usage of the concept restricted the scope
to elements of access, affordability, infrastructure, and
economic cost. As a result, similarly to Winzer’s (2012,
p. 37) reconceptualization of energy security to energy
supply continuity, one may conclude that the actual
object in these approaches is not energy as a general
term but energy supply. I apply the conceptual frame‐
work to a textual discursive analysis that examines the
usage of energy security in EU policy statements. I sur‐
vey all official policy documents that include explicit def‐
initions of energy security from 1995 to 2020 covering
developments starting from the formulation of an EU
energy policy in 1995 and the First Energy Package in
1996 through the publication of the European Green
Deal (EGD). I survey all formulations of energy secu‐
rity in the intervening years, including the succession of
energy packages. While I focus on energy policy formu‐
lation, I include the introduction and development of cli‐
mate policy objectives for the milestones of 2020, 2030,
and 2050, as the energy‐climate policy nexus becomes
increasingly interdependent, and their policy objectives
directly interlinked.
In so doing, I aim to examine two fundamen‐
tal research questions with respect to the concepts
of energy security and turbulence described above.
The first question is: Does the definition of energy secu‐
rity in EU policy adhere to a traditional formulation that
is narrowly restricted to supply characteristics, or does
it integrate elements of the conceptual expansion of
energy security? And if so, which elements are incorpo‐
rated in this conceptual evolution? Additionally, I exam‐
ine whether the definition of energy security conforms
to stated policy objectives of energy policy imperatives,
such as the nature of external relations, and depen‐
dency on energy resource types and actors. The sec‐
ond question is: Can we characterize the evolution of
EU energy policy as governing against or with turbu‐
lence? Additionally, are we witnessing policy options
being implemented to stabilize turbulence (path depen‐
dence) or to adapt to it (institutional change)? A corol‐
lary to this question concerns the EGD more specifically:
Is the EGD another step in a path‐dependent process or
does it represent a shift in institutional configuration?
5. The Evolving Conceptualization of Energy Security in
EU Energy and Climate Policy
This section traces the evolving conceptual framing of
energy security through a longitudinal review of EU
energy and climate policy pronouncements. It places the
four successive Energy Packages within the context of
this evolution. The analysis covers the period starting
from theWhite Paper on EU Energy Policy of 1995 imme‐
diately preceding the First Energy Package through the
Third Report on the State of the Energy Union of 2017
that followed the Fourth and latest Energy Package of
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2016. It ends with a discussion of the EGD and associated
developments up to 2020.
5.1. Energy Security in the First and Second Energy
Packages
The policy trajectory of the Energy Packages begins with
the White Paper (European Commission, 1995) estab‐
lishing common aims for an EU energy policy. These
are established in the context of a broader framework
of global trends such as increasing market globalization,
environmental and technological concerns, and institu‐
tional responsibilities. Economic competitiveness and
security of supply are set as the main policy aims, while
considering social and regional dimensions, as well as
environmental protection policy priorities. The usage of
energy security reveals an interesting dualism in terms
of its adherence to traditional characteristics on the one
hand, and conceptual expansion on the other. While
the term is never explicitly defined, its major element is
clearly the emphasis on security of supply. This is also
exemplified in the Work Programme, which sets out cri‐
sis measures, diversification, and international relations’
development as indicative actions for supply security
management. However, even at this early stage in the
development of EU energy policy, the contribution of
additional policy priorities to energy security is acknowl‐
edged, such as the use of renewables and the prior‐
itization of efficiency in energy use. The First Energy
Package of 1996 focused on the integration of national
energy markets into a unified, comprehensive market
that is both harmonized and liberalized with primary
application to the two major internal sub‐components
of electricity and gas. Conceptions of energy security—
while significant determinants of the specificities of the
measures adopted—were not expressed as central pol‐
icy objectives. Instead, the measures focused on the
removal of trade barriers, the harmonization of tax and
pricing policies and measures, the integration of energy
regulations with environmental and safety regulations,
and ultimately the creation of free and fair access to
a functioning market with adequate levels of consumer
protection, interconnection, and generation capacity.
The approach of the 1995 White Paper remained
unaltered in the European Commission’s (1997) review
of energy policy and actions, while the emphasis on
availability was strengthened in the communication
(European Commission, 2000a) on the EU’s oil supply
that looked forward to the Green Paper on a comprehen‐
sive energy security strategy. TheGreen Paper (European
Commission, 2000b) represented a turning point by
adopting a wider framing of energy security. It painted
a stark picture of existing policy options and market con‐
ditions; for example, it characterized the EU’s energy sup‐
ply as “Gulliver in chains” and the external dependence
on oil supply as being held hostage. It also identified the
potential of renewables not only as an alternative but as
a political priority. It concluded that the dearth of supply‐
side options necessitated shifting priorities towardsman‐
aging demand. The necessity for this demand‐driven
approachwas reinforced in the Final Report on theGreen
Paper (European Commission, 2002) and was carried
over in the European Commission’s (2003) communica‐
tion on energy infrastructure and security of supply in
the lead‐up to the Second Energy Package. The commu‐
nication established key policy objectives and necessary
measures for the electricity and gas markets. The fun‐
damental logic of the package was evolutionary from
the first one and did not alter the principles and actions
described above. The main regulatory innovation of the
second packagewas the emphasis on the liberalization of
competition, giving the ability to industrial and domestic
consumers to choose among gas and electricity suppliers.
All references to security in both the communication and
the energy package concern supply, infrastructure, tech‐
nical characteristics, and system reliability capacity.
5.2. Energy Security in the Third and Fourth Energy
Packages
2007 represented themost significant turning point junc‐
ture in the evolution of EU energy policy, including in
terms of the specification of energy security, in two fun‐
damental ways (McGowan, 2011, p. 503). The first was
the onset of the Russo‐Ukrainian gas dispute in 2005 cul‐
minating in the disruption of supply to EUmember states
in early 2006. The crisis illustratedmany of the risks iden‐
tified in EU energy security priorities to that point: an
imminent danger creating immediate and widespread
disruption, a lingering volatile geopolitical environment
that could lead to further incidents—as indeed evi‐
denced on numerous occasions in the years since—and
a lack of viable short‐term alternatives. The conceptual‐
ization of energy security now placed at the center of
the EU’s approach was further established through the
Strategic Energy Review on an energy policy for Europe
(European Commission, 2007). It identified the follow‐
ing four pillars of insecurity: vulnerability concerning
imports, shortfalls in supply, possible energy crises, and
uncertainty with respect to future supply. The second
major development was the expression of the energy‐
climate policy nexus as a vital strategic component for
the first time. The review incorporated the specific objec‐
tive of a 20% reduction of greenhouse gases by 2020 in
comparison to 1990 reference levels. This formed the
basis of the 2020 Climate and Energy Package in com‐
bination with the targets of a 20% share of renewable
energies and a saving of 20% through energy efficiency in
EU energy consumption by 2020 (European Commission,
2008a). The Second Strategic Energy Review (European
Commission, 2008b) made the conceptual expansion of
energy security explicit. Previous specifications of energy
security priorities never explicitly defined its parame‐
ters, but rather analyzed individual characteristics as pre‐
sented above. The new EU Energy Security and Solidarity
Action Plan specified these parameters as: infrastructure
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needs and the diversification of energy supplies, external
energy relations, oil and gas stocks and crisis response
mechanisms, energy efficiency, and making the best
use of the EU’s indigenous energy resources. Thereafter,
energy efficiency and its associated measures would
not be considered merely ancillary or compatible with
energy security priorities but an integral component of
its conceptual scope.
The convergence would be inherent in the upcom‐
ing Third Energy Package of September 2009 that accel‐
erated the integration processes of the first two pack‐
ages without being restricted to the primary goal of mar‐
ket liberalization. Instead, it expanded the scope of appli‐
cation to create additional synergies between the reg‐
ulatory implementation of energy and adjacent areas
with environmental regulation and competition being
foremost among them. In addition to new Directives
on the common rules for the internal electricity and
gas markets, the Package introduced new Regulations
on the conditions for access to the network for cross‐
border exchanges in electricity and to the natural gas
transmission networks. The Regulation for the estab‐
lishment of the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy
Regulators established new procedural arrangements
with far‐reaching consequences for the decision‐making
power of all stakeholders (Labelle, 2017). Effectively,
the measures of the new package shifted the empha‐
sis of this amended regulatory framework towards
the options of ownership unbundling, the separation
of energy supply and generation from the operation
of transmission networks, and the establishment of
Independent Transmission Operators and Independent
System Operators, all under the regulatory supervision
of independent National Energy Regulatory Authorities
(De Somer, 2012). The Package led to subsequent mea‐
sures more specific to the issue of energy security,
such as the obligation on member states to maintain
minimum stocks of oil products and measures to safe‐
guard the security of gas supply, largely in response
to the Russian‐Ukrainian gas crisis during the winter of
2008–2009 (de Jong et al., 2012).
The update to the EU’s energy strategy (European
Commission, 2010)was largely a response to the concern
that the 2020 targets would not be achieved. It aimed at
consolidating the different policy objectives of the past
decade into a comprehensive policy agenda and outlined
five priorities: energy efficiency, energy market inte‐
gration, consumer empowerment, technological innova‐
tion, and strengthening external dimensions. All pillars
of this cohesive approach were reformulations of exist‐
ing objectives except for the focus on consumer behav‐
ior. This was largely driven by the measures introduced
in the Third Energy Package, since more open, compet‐
itive, and integrated energy markets must be accompa‐
nied by initiatives on consumer awareness and access.
References to energy security adhere to established prin‐
ciples of infrastructure, supply, as well as the interre‐
lation to efficiency targets. The strategy does not alter
that conceptual scope since the strategy comes imme‐
diately after the Lisbon Treaty. Article 194 of the Treaty
on the Functioning of the European Union established
the major objectives of EU energy policy as market func‐
tionality, energy supply security, efficiency, and network
interconnection. With these priorities enshrined in pri‐
mary EU law, they form the legal basis for all subsequent
legislative developments in this area.
In the years between the Third and Fourth Energy
Packages, there was no major shift in the conceptualiza‐
tion of energy security. The major determinant of policy
trajectory was the steady prioritization of climate policy
objectives on the basis of the already expanded concep‐
tual scope. Thus, two approaches can be observed. In pol‐
icy pronouncements regarding energy security in the con‐
text of external relations, the traditional emphasis ismain‐
tained. For example, the EUenergy policy on international
cooperation (European Commission, 2011b) and the
report on the progress towards completing the Internal
EnergyMarket (European Commission, 2014d) bothmain‐
tain focus on security of supply. In new policy initiatives—
that typically centered on the increasing ambition of
climate objectives—the widened scope was brought to
the fore. With the establishment of the milestones to
the 2050 targets (European Commission, 2011a), another
communication (European Commission, 2011c) surveyed
the different scenarios on achieving decarbonization,
implicitly prioritizing the efficiency dimension of energy
security. The same observation holds in the lead‐up to the
Fourth Energy Package with the presentation of the 2030
targets (European Commission, 2014b) and the specifica‐
tion of the contribution of energy efficiency to energy
security and towards the achievement of the targets
(European Commission, 2014c).
5.3. Energy Security in the European Green Deal
The broader Energy Union Package (European Commis‐
sion, 2015) represents security of supply as one of its
five major pillars alongside emissions reduction, inter‐
nal market integration, energy efficiency, and research
and innovation on low‐carbon technologies (Ringel &
Knodt, 2018). The European Energy Security Strategy
(European Commission, 2014a) and the Energy Union
Package present solidarity in the pursuit and implemen‐
tation of the Energy Union as a pathway towards energy
security. They eventually framed the bulk of the addi‐
tional elements of the Fourth Energy Package, known as
the Clean Energy for all Europeans Package (European
Commission, 2016). For the first time, the scope of the
package expanded to incorporate practically all adjacent
areas to energy policy and regulation. It incorporated
measures on energy efficiency and renewable energy,
the previous iterations of which were left outside the
scope of the packages. Their integration speaks to the
far more ambitious scope of the package and the prioriti‐
zation of the binding climate policy objectives for 2030
under the new legislation. In addition, the approach
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previously reserved for risk‐preparedness in the gas sec‐
tor was extended to the electricity market by implement‐
ing measures for crisis identification and management.
The latest expansion in the scopeof energy security came
in the Third Report on the State of the Energy Union
(European Commission, 2017), which set the priorities
of mitigating energy poverty and a socially fair energy
transition as prerequisites to the enhancement of energy
security. Energy poverty had already been introduced as
an energy policy priority with the Fourth Energy Package
butwas now linkedmore explicitly withmitigating supply
security risks through improvements in energy efficiency.
The call for a socially fair transition was not elaborated
in the Report but would receive much more attention
in the EGD. Thus, while the main characteristic of secu‐
rity of supply remains at the core of the EU’s approach to
energy security, it has yet again been supplemented by
additional elements.
The EGD (European Commission, 2019) represents
a significant step in the historical trajectory of the con‐
vergence between climate and energy policy of the
EU. Its overarching aim of creating a climate‐neutral
continent by 2050 is set as the main priority of the
Commission for the period 2019–2024. There is neither
a separate policy area dedicated to energy security nor
a significant differentiation to the concept in relation
to previous policy formulations. Nevertheless, various
aspects of the broadened definition described above
are included. The most overt specification of energy
security as a policy priority is within the policy area of
clean energy where the primary goal of the digitaliza‐
tion of the EU’s energy systems is established in accor‐
dance with the three principles of: 1) energy efficiency
with a growing basis on the use of renewable sources
of energy, 2) the full integration, interconnection, and
digitalization of the energy market, and 3) the security
and affordability of energy supply. Therefore, the pri‐
mary approach towards energy security—at least at the
level of policy pronouncements—does not deviate from
the traditional focus on supply. Yet, an examination of
the key roadmap actions for the achievement of these
policy objectives reveals a much more extensive char‐
acterization of the fundamental attributes of security
and affordability that is interconnected with most of the
other policy areas of the EGD. The “clean energy” pri‐
ority area calls for the assessment of the final National
Energy and Climate Plans, as well as the development
of strategies for: 1) smart sector integration including
a “renovation wave” initiative for the building sector,
2) increased offshore wind production, and 3) a clean
and circular economy. Lastly, it calls for the evaluation
and review of Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 on guide‐
lines for trans‐European energy infrastructure, known as
the “TEN‐E Regulation,” with a new legislative proposal
published in December of 2020 (European Commission,
2020). Overhauling the TEN‐E Regulation may rectify an
inherent contradiction between the existing policy objec‐
tives of the regulatory framework and the far‐reaching
goals of the EGD.While the Regulation includes elements
such as the call for an increase in the use of renew‐
able sources of energy, its approach to energy security
remains firmly entrenched in its traditional formulation
as any risk to energy supply. The emphasis on the inter‐
connection of energy networks and infrastructure rep‐
resents a direct mitigation of those risks (Schittekatte
et al., 2020). However, projected future trends of relative
stagnation in oil and gas demand (International Energy
Agency, 2020, p. 30) are seemingly at odds with the prior‐
itization of the gas and oil corridor categories. Evenmore
importantly, they appear to be directly at odds with the
goals of the EGD.
6. Discussion
Based on the above empirical analysis, the conceptual
usage of energy security in the context of the elabora‐
tion of EU energy and climate policy is characterized by
two tendencies. The first is a persistent emphasis on
the traditional conception of energy security as secu‐
rity of energy supply, the maintenance of affordability,
and the mitigation of associated risks. This is especially
true where energy and climate policy objectives are con‐
sidered in combination with external relations and the
broader geopolitical and economic environment of the
international system. Elements of this conceptualization
are applied relatively narrowly to the regulation of the
oil and gas markets prior to 2007 and to the electric‐
ity market thereafter. The second tendency establishes
a widened conception of energy security that integrates
additional pillars of energy and climate policy to bring
the pursuit of energy security in linewith the increasingly
ambitious climate targets.
These two tendencies do not represent a mutually
exclusive dichotomy; in other words, there is no clear
and decisive chronological point where policy choices
move starkly from one tendency to the other. The usage
of energy security prior to the First Energy Package of
1996 remains firmly in the traditional approach. The sup‐
ply continuity element has never been discarded and it
remains a central tenet of EU energy policy. Its salience,
however, has diminished over time in relation to addi‐
tional characteristics such as efficiency and the use of
renewable sources, as these elements increasingly tip
the balance of priorities towards climate policy objec‐
tives with the EGD putting climate firmly at the center.
These characteristics were integrated into the concep‐
tual space of energy security as early as 2000 and there
has been a constant widening ever since. Once a legisla‐
tive framework was adopted that binds the EU to mea‐
surable climate policy targets, it could be argued that
there can be no backtracking towards a reverse trend.
Given the increasingly ambitious progression of the tar‐
gets on greenhouse emissions reduction, share of renew‐
ables, and energy efficiency, it is difficult to conceive
of an approach to energy security that divests itself of
these characteristics.
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With respect to the second research question that
concerns the evaluation of the EU’s approach to turbu‐
lence, I note the following. In response to the first for‐
mulation of the questions—whether the EU is govern‐
ing against orwith turbulence through its energy security
approach—it is evidently doing both. The reason is that
the temporal characteristics of the two perspectives are
different: Their incidence, the policy responses available,
and the consequences of each occur in accordance with
different time horizons. Therefore, when the EU priori‐
tizes the traditional characteristics of energy security, it
tends to be in response to crises, thus governing against
turbulence in the short‐term. On the other hand, the EU
prioritizes the characteristics of thewidened scopewhen
it establishes long‐term adaptations, whether that refers
to long‐term policy objectives such as the climate targets
for 2050 or to long‐term institutional change such as the
transformation of decision‐making structures towards
the institutionalization of the Energy Union. As a result,
we may conclude that in the conceptual evolution pre‐
sented above, the long‐term aspects inherent in govern‐
ing with turbulence rather than against it, are becom‐
ing increasingly more significant. As discussed above,
the example of the ongoing dilemma in EU‐Russia rela‐
tions (Goldthau & Sitter, 2020) illustrates this conclusion.
At various instances of crisis onset, we have witnessed
a response through EU policy that seemed to repriori‐
tize the traditional element of security of energy sup‐
ply. But, at the same, the long‐term strategic planning on
achieving energy security veered in the direction of obvi‐
ating the potential of future crisis onset through alterna‐
tive means. Responses to external crises did not simply
take the form of immediate crisis management but also
forward‐looking aims.
Lastly, is the EGD the logical continuation of a path‐
dependent process or does it aspire to fundamental
change? Purely from the perspective of its contribution
to the energy security conceptualization debate, we can
observe elements of both. As described in the analysis
above, characteristics of energy security such as energy
poverty and a just transition have moved the usage of
the term towards the social sphere of interaction. This
is very much evident in the outlook for the EGD as well.
It is clear—at least in terms of intent—that the EGD
aspires towards fundamental change both in terms of
institutional parameters in decision‐making and in terms
of adherence to social justice principles that have been
absent up to this point. In that sense, the EGD can be
characterized as a source of turbulence, the outcome of
which will be determined by the multitude of actions
in its projected roadmap. These include the implemen‐
tation of a circular economy that significantly reduces
demand for critical raw materials and accelerates the
use of recycled materials and resources (Smol et al.,
2020). In the industrial sector, general targets include
minimizing the 20% share of EU emissions that come
from industrial production, especially from sectors such
as steel production and construction (Pianta & Lucchese,
2020). This is combined with the overarching goals of
the promotion of energy efficiencymore broadly and the
enhanced energy performance of buildings more specifi‐
cally (Ringel et al., 2021). The same trend is observed in
the inclusion of the transport policy area in the broader
scope of the EGD, which has been traditionally con‐
sidered adjacent to but effectively outside the bound‐
aries of the EU climate and energy regulatory framework.
While many of the details regarding the implementation
of socially just priorities will be implemented in subse‐
quent measures, the “Fit for 55” (European Commission,
2021) introduces the Social Climate Fund that represents
the first practical measure towards the mitigation of
energy poverty.
7. Concluding Remarks and Avenues for Further
Research
Energy security remains a multifaceted concept that has
grown in scope from a restricted perspective of supply
security and affordability to a multiplicity of characteris‐
tics that integrate principles of the broader sustainabil‐
ity framework. This trajectory has been reflected in the
energy and climate law and policy of the EU both in
terms of overarching policy objectives and in terms of
the utilization of energy security. At the core of the EGD
is a multi‐sectoral policy convergence, not only between
the areas of energy and climate but also with associ‐
ated areas such as transportation, industry, and construc‐
tion. The comprehensiveness of this approach necessi‐
tates a widened conception of energy security, since its
attainment must extend beyond the sufficiency of its
supply to economic, technological, environmental, and
sociocultural dimensions. In this sense, the extended
conceptual scope of energy security illustrates that the
pursuit of objectives in these other policy areas of the
EGD contributes to the alleviation of risks associated
with energy insecurity. It establishes alternative means
of energy security, while it reduces the likelihood of cri‐
sis onset associated with exposure to the pressures of
external geopolitical and economic relations in the inter‐
national system.
Lastly, I introduce two avenues for further research
emphasizing additional theoretical aspects of the frame‐
work. The first is the issue of energy governance.
The empirical analysis illustrates that the pathway
towards the policy integration of the Energy Union runs
parallel to the conceptual evolution of energy secu‐
rity. The establishment of a supranational legal frame‐
work by EU member states, as envisioned by the Energy
Union, illustrates the inability of traditional conceptions
of energy security to capture the various challenges to
state actors’ unilateral action in the international sys‐
tem. As the legal framework matures, it will restrict the
range of available policy options through the imposi‐
tion of increasingly ambitious mandatory targets. For
instance, it is impossible to analyze the evolution of pol‐
icy objectives associated with energy efficiency without
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a simultaneous assessment of the evolution of mea‐
sures on industrial emissions, air pollution, and the EU’s
emissions trading scheme, which Dupont (2020, p. 95)
describes as “an example of EU policymaking advanc‐
ing even under contestation.” The concept of turbu‐
lence can inform our understanding of energy gover‐
nance integration. This article describes the evolution of
energy security in EU policy as both a response to crises
and, more significantly, a policy adaptation towards long‐
term objectives. The evolution of institutional structures
to govern this adaptation can be examined through the
application of this framework.
The second avenue is the application of the frame‐
work to the examination of collective securitization in
energy and climate policy. This approach characterizes
the EU as a governance agent of collective securitization.
According to Sperling and Webber (2019, p. 236), “the
actor in question acts on behalf of other empowered
actors who themselves may have individual securitizing
imperatives.” There have been multiple studies on the
securitization of EU energy policy (Judge &Maltby, 2017;
Szulecki, 2020) and increasing interest in the securitiza‐
tion of climate policy. Dupont (2019) argues that con‐
vergence towards a unified position on climate change
has enabled the collective securitization of climate policy
and concludes that the potential of the EU as an agent of
collective desecuritization is worth investigating. Hansen
(2012, p. 541) suggests that desecuritization may involve
“the combination of one issue moving out of security
while another is simultaneously securitized.” The coevo‐
lution of EU energy and climate policy priorities may con‐
stitute such a replacement.
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